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Comment No. 1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to 
ACC, Comment 1, and to the revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of 
TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona 
Corporation Committee, that provides explanation of the jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA analysis. 
 
As explained in section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system 
(formerly Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second 
transmission line. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built 
 
Section 1.5, TEP’s Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, explains the 
connection between TEP’s proposed project and Mexico’s electric grid. 
Also, the passage of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and 
enhancing the electricity trade with Canada and Mexico.  
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Comment No. 3 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the ACC.  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Analysis of the generation capacity of TEP is outside the scope of the EIS. 
Section 3.11.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the proposed 
project does not include either the development of new or expansion of 
existing power generation facilities. The proposed project would utilize 
existing power on the Western electric grid. In addition, note that TEP 
anticipates using 400 MW of capability for transport of energy between the 
United States and Mexico rather than 1,000 MW as cited by the commentor 
(see Section 1.5, TEP’s Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, of the Final 
EIS). 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative.
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
analyze the potential land use impacts from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to hiking in 
the Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado 
National Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System . 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Western Corridor would require construction of approximately 20 mi 
(32 km) of temporary new roads for construction on the Coronado National 
Forest, and the Central and Crossover Corridors would require fewer roads, 
and unnecessary project roads would be closed following construction (see 
Section 4.12, Transportation). The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado 
National Forest in and of itself does not exceed road density limits set forth 
in the Forest Plan.  Road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for 
the Coronado National Forest as a whole, not for individual land units or 
EMAs within the Coronado National Forest. TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 
km) of existing road for every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be used 
in the operation or long-term maintenance of the proposed project, such that 
road density on the Coronado National Forest would not be affected. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project has a dual purpose to benefit both 
southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
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Comment No. 3 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed  
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). The commentor’s suggestion of building a line adjacent to the 
existing transmission line in the I-19 corridor was considered but eliminated 
from further analysis in the EIS (see Section 2.1.5 of the Draft EIS).  
 
Comment No. 4 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Each of the resource areas cited by the commentor are addressed in the EIS. 
See Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 for recreational resources, Sections 3.2 and 4.2 
for visual resources, and Sections 3.3 and 4.3 for biological resources. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit  
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona to 
the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
The passage of NAFTA in fact established the benefits of strengthening and 
enhancing the electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The town of Arivaca is located on Arivaca Road, an estimated 10 mi  
(16 km) west of the Western Corridor as it runs west of the Tumacacori 
Mountains, and is beyond the limits of the maps in the EIS. 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. If an action alternative is selected 
for implementation by each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of 
a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW and the support structures within the 
ROW would involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, 
to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed.  For 
this reason, the Final EIS cannot include maps showing a precise location 
for the ROW or the individual support structures.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 in the previous submittal from Gona 
DiSpigno. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 7 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s  
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Comment No. 7 (continued) 
 
proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not evaluated 
in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller transmission line in lieu of the 
proposed 345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection 
aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS.  
(Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From 
Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 describe existing visual resources and analyze potential 
impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the Tumacacori 
Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 6 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS. (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




